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WASHINGTON, June 22— Following 
is a White House transcript of the 
.news conference held today by Presi- 
dent Nixon. 

OPENING STATEMENT 
Next week before the Congress re- 
cesses, I am planning to have a general 
news conference. Prior to that time, in 
talking to Mr. Ziegler, I found that a 
number of members of the pre^s, looking 
back at previous news conferences, have 
indicated that there is a tendency for 
foreign policy and defense policy ques- 
tions to dominate the conferences so 
much that questions on domestic policy 
do not get adequately covered. 

As a matter of fact, 1 have noted sev- 
eral of you in your commentaries, after 
some news conferences, have indicated 
that we have not given enough attention 
to the domestic issues. 

So, subsequently, after discussing the 
matter with Mr. Ziegler, I thought it 
would be useful this week, on this oc- 
casion, to have you here in the office 
for the purpose of covering domestic 
issues only. The session next week will 
be open to foreign policy, defense policy 
and domestic issues. 

So, today we will take all questions 
on domestic issues and next week you 
can cover all three areas to the extent 
you wish to, 

L Break-in- at Democratic Quarters 
Mr. O’Brien has said that the people 
who bugged his headquarters had a 
direct link to the White House. Have 
you had any sort of investigation made 
to determine whether this is true? 

A. Mr. Ziegler and also Mr. Mitchell, 
speaking for the campaign committee, 
have responded to questions on this in 
great detail. They have stated my posi- 
tion and have also stated the facts 
accurately. 

This kind of activity, as Mr. Ziegler has 
indicated, has no place whatever in our 
electoral process, or dn our government- 
al process. And, as Mr. Ziegler has stat- 
ed, the White House as had no involve- 
ment whatever in this particular inci- 
dent. 

•i . As far as the matter now is con- 
cerned, it is under investigation, as it 
should be, by the proper legal authori- 
ties, by the District of Columbia police 
and by the F.B.I. I will not comment on 
those matters, particularly since possible 
criminal charges are involved. 

2. Controls on Food Prices 

Q. Mr. President, wholesale food prices 
have led an increase in the cost of liv- 
ing in the last few weeks. Are you con- 
sidering any permanent controls over 
the price of food? 

A. In the whole area of inflation we 
have had a period of pretty good news 
generally. As you know, in 1969 and 
early 1970 the rate of inflation, the 
C.P.I., peaked out at 6 per cent. Since 
that time it has been moving down and 
particularly since the Aug. 15 new policy 
with the control system was announced, 
It has now been cut -approximately in 
half, running at around the rate of 3 
per cent. The most' troublesome are, 
however, is the one you have referred 
to — food prices. 

"We cannot take too much comfort from 
the figures that came out yesterday be- 
bOcause as you know, they actually re- 
flected a slight drop in food prices. I met 
yesterday, however, with the Quadriad 
■and Mr.- Stein reported that the weekly 
reports that we get which, of course, 
were, not reflected in yesterday’s num- 
bers indicate that meat prices, particu- 
larly, are beginning to rise again and 
rising very fast. 


"For that reason, I have directed that 
the Cost of Living Council which will be 
meeting this afternoon look into this 
matter to see what further action can 
be taken to deal specifically with food 
prices but particularly with meat prices. 

' jNow with regard to meat prices, to 
gwe you an indication of the direction 
of my thinking, you can move on the 
control side. But as we all remember in 
that period immediately after World 
War II when we had controls but too 
much demand and too little supply, and 
all the black markets, controls alone 
, wjll not work unless you also move on 
the supply side. 

,’At the present time, we have appar- 
ently a world shortage of meat, and par- 
ticularly a shortage of meat in the Unit- 
ed States where the demand is constant- 
ly! going up, as the income of our people 
also goes up. 

We have to get, therefore, at the 
problem of supply. Consequently, one of 
the areas that I am exploring is the 
quota system. I have directed our staff 
to check into the advisability of a tem- 
porary lifting of the quotas on imported 
meat which will move on the supply 
side. It will not affect the problem im- 
mediately but at least it would affect it 
over the next few months. 

That does not rule out, also, the possi- 
bility of moving on the control side and 
the control side is a matter where the 
Cost of Living Council is presently, or 
will 'be at 4 o’clock this afternoon, con- 
sidering a number of options which I 
will consider as the matter develops. 

3. Offensive Weapons and SALT — 

Q. Mr. President, this may be a 
borderline question in the domestic field, 
but I believe it may fall there since 
the issues are before Congress. Could 
you tell us your view of the relationship 
' between the development of offensive 
weapons, as proposed in your defense 
budget, and the SALT agreements? 

A. I have noted the progress of the 
debate in the committee, and particular- 
ly the controversy, or alleged contro- 
versy and contradiction which seems in 
some quarters to have been developed 
between the views of the Secretary of 
Defense and the views that I have ex- 
pressed, and the views that have been 
expressed by Dr. Kissinger and Secre- 
tary Rogers. 

I think that I can put the thing in 
context best by first pointing out the 
Secretary of Defense’s position, and then 
relating that position to the over-all 
position of the United States in attempt- 
ing to develop policy that will adequate- 
ly protect the security of the United 
States and also move forward on the 
• arms limitation front. 

The Secretary of Defense has a re- 
sponsibility, as I have a responsibility, 
to recommend to the Congress action 


that will adequately protect the security 
of the United States. Moving on that 
responsibility, he has indicated that if 
the SALT agreement is approved, and 
then if the Congress rejects the pro- 
grams for offensive weapons not con- 
trolled by the SALT agreement, that 
this would seriously jeopardize the 
security of the United States. On that 
point he is correct. 

What I would suggest to the Con- 
gress and would recommend to indivi- 
dual Congressmen and Senators, who 
will have the responsibility of voting 
on this matter, is the following course: 
first, the arms limitation agreements 
should be approved on their merits. I 
would not have signed those agree- 
ments unless I had believed that, stand- 
ing alone, they were in the interest of 
the United States. As a matter of fact, 
the offensive limitation is one that is 
particularly in our interest because it 
covers arms where the Soviet Union has 
ongoing programs which will be limited 
in this five-year period, and in which 
we have no ongoing programs. 

So, consequently, I would recommend 
and strongly urge that the Congress ap- 
prove the ABM treaty, and also the lim- 
ited, temporary, offensive limitations 
curb. However, after the Congress moves 
in that field, all Congressmen and Sen- 
ators — and this would, of course, con- 
cern them all — who are concerned 
about the security of the United States 
should then vote for those programs 
that will provide adequate offensive 
weapons in the areas that have been 
recommended by the Secretary of De- 
fense and by the Administration. 

Warns of Soviet Gains 

Now the reason for that is twofold: 
First, because if we have a SALT agree- 
ment and then do not go forward with 
these programs, the Soviet Union will, 
within a matter of a very limited time, 
be substantially ahead of the United 
States over-all, particularly in the latter 
part of the seventies. 

If the United Staes falls into what is 
a definitely second position, an infe- 
rior position to the Soviet Union over- 
all in its defense programs, this willj 
be an open invitation, in my opinion, for 
more potential aggression in the world, 
particularly in such potentially explo- 
sive areas as the Mideast. 

Therefore, it is important from the 
standpoint of the United States being 
able to play its role of maintaining 
peace and security in the world, a role 
that the United States not fall into an 
inferior position. 

Therefore, the offensive weapons pro- 
grams — which incidentally were not 
conceived after the SALT agreements, 
they were recommended prior to the 
SALT agreements and stand on their 
own because the Soviet Union has pro- 
grams in which they are moving for- 
ward. As I pointed out to the leaders,, 
and you ladies and gentlemen were pres- 
ent there, or some of you were and 
the rest of you covered it through the 
broadcasting system, the Soviet Union 
is moving forward. 


Russians Press Programs 

Mr. Brezhnev made it absolutely clear 
to me that in those areas -that..: were not 
controlled by our offensive agreement 
that they were going ahead with their 
programs. For us not to would seriously 
jeopardize the security of the United 
States and jeopardize the cause of world 
peace, in my opinion. 

Now, the second reason why those 
who vote for the arms limitation agree- 
ment should vote for an on-going pro- 
gram in those areas not covered by it, 
is that this arms control agreement, 
while very important, is only the first 
step and not the biggest step. 

The biggest step remains. The biggest 
step is a permanent limitation on offen- 
sive weapons, covering other categories 
of weapons, and we trust eventually all 
categories of weapons. This would be as 
dramatic as the one step that we have 
already taken — this would be an even 
more dramatic step in. limiting arms 
overall- between the two superpowers. 

In the event that the United States 
does not have ongoing programs, how- 
ever, there will be no chance that the 
Soviet Union will negotiate Phase Two 
of an arms limitation agreement. I can 
say to the members of the press here 
that, had we not had an ABM program 
in being, there would be no SALT agree- 
ment today because there would be no 
incentive for the Soviet Union to stop us 
from doing something that we were do- 
ing, and, thereby, agree to stop some- 
thing they were doing. 

Offensive Program Essential 

Now in the event that we do not 
therefore have any new offensive sys- 
tems under way or planned, the Soviet 
Union has no incentive to limit theirs 
and so consequently — and I have stud- 
ied this very, very carefully, I can assure 
you that there is nothing I would like 
better than to be able to limit these 
expenses — I am convinced that to 
achieve our goal, which is the goal, I 
think, of all Americans, to achieve our 
goal of an offensive limitations curb, 
covering all types of nuclear weapons, 
that it is essential for the United States 
to have an ongoing, offensive program. 
For that reason, I think that the position 
of the Secretary of Defense, speaking 
for the security of the United States, is 
a sound one. 

I would hope that members of the 
House and Senate, on reflection, would 
recognize that the SALT agreement, im- 
portant as it is by itself, does not deal 
with the total defense posture of the 
United States. By itself it is in the 
interest of the United States, and it 
stands on its own, but by itself, with- 
out a continuing offensive program, we 
can be sure thatt he security interests 
of the United States would be very 
seriously jeopardized and the chance 
for a permanent offensive agreement 
would, in my opinion, be totally de- 
stroyed. 

4. Irritation With the Press 

Q. Mr. President, is Mr. Ehrlichman 
correct when he says that you some- 
times get irritated with us for our dumb 
and flabby questions, so-called? 

A. You are not dumb and flabby. 
No, I noted that comment and expected 
a question on it. I am afraid if I begin 
to characterize the questions you will 
begin to characterize my answers, but 
you probably will anyway. In any event, 
as far as questions are concerned, I 
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think what Mr. Ehrlichman was refer- 
ring to was the tendency in the big 
East Room conferences for questions to 
come in from all over the place and 
no follow-up, as there can be in a 
conference like this. 

Sometimes the questions may appear 
somewhat less relevant. I have found, 
for example, although we do not rule 
out the big conference where everybody 
gets to come, I have found that these 
smaller sessions do provide an oppor- 
tunity for members of the regular White 
House press, who study these issues day 
by day and who know what is relevant 
and what is not relevant and who can 
follow up, I think that the possibility 
of dumb and flabby questions is much 
less and I don’t, frankly, complain about 
it. 

The other point that I should make 
is this: In looking over the transcripts of 
various press conferences, I have not 
seen many softballs and I don’t want 
any because it is only the hardball 
that you can hit or strike out on. 

5. Welfare Bill Compromise 

Mr. President, how badly do you 
want'll Welfare bill to pass Congress 
and how much are you willing to com- 
promise either on the principle or the 
price tag of H.R. 1? 

A. Well, as you know, I have been 
having a number of meetings on this 
matter over the past week, and I will 
expect to have more during the next 
week and after the Congress returns 
from its vacation in Miami. 

But, whatever the case may be, look- 
ing at the welfare program, I believe 
that the position that we have taken, 
a position that has been overwhelmingly 
approved by the House, is the right 
position. 


it provides for welfare for those who 
need it. It provides also for those in- 
centives that will move people from 
welfare rolls to jobs, and it does so at 
a cost we can afford. And all of those 
matters, I think, have to be taken into 
consideration in any program that we 
recommend. 

Now, the tactical situation is that Mr. 
Ribicoff and several Republicans have 
indicated that unless the Administration 
moves toward their position, that we 
have no chance to get a bill. 

First, I question their analysis on that 
point. 

Secondly, I believe that on the merits, 
moving in that direction is the wrong 
step because it would substantially in- 
crease the cost of welfare and move in 
the direction that I think the country 
does not want and that I believe would 
not be in the interests of the welfare 
recipients themselves. 

On the other side of thee oin, when it 
was known that I had had, as I did have, 
long conversations with those who were 
advocating the movement toward the 
Ribicoff positions, the members of the 
Senate Finance Committee have request- 
ed equal time. I intend to give them 
equal time, of course, to hear their ar- 
guments, after the bill is written in its 
final form. As you know, it has not yet; 
been finalized. 

My own present intention, however, is 
to stay by our middle position. I think 
it is the right position and I believe that 
it is a position that can get through this 
Congress. 

Now on that score, I would just point 
out that we can all go back and look at 
speeches that have been made and 
maybe a few columns that have been 
written, indicating that the Administra- 
tion’s failing to move from the position 
that we had taken on revenue sharing 
meant that we would never get revenue 
sharing. 

Well, we got it today in the House 
because our position was sound and I 
think we are going to follow these same 
tactics and same position now. I will 
watch it, of course, day by day, be- 
cause I want welfare reform and the 
country wants welfare reform, but we 
cannot have welfare reform that moves 
in the direction of increasing the cost 
and putting more people on, rather than 
getting them off. 

6. Immigration and Jobless 

Q. Sir, I have seen a letter from a 
high official in the immigration depart- 
ment of the State Department saying we 
had 4,800,000 people in this country on 
temporary visas who were employed. I 
wonder, in view of the large number 
who come in illegally, if you don’t think 


these two groups together have a great 
‘impact on our high rate of unemploy- 
ment. 

A. The President of Mexico spoke to 
me about the problem of illegal aliens 
and as you know, it is a problem in 
which many of our labor organizations 
are very vitally interested. It does cer- 
tainly contribute to the unemployment 
problem. It is one which Administration 
after Administration has wrestled with 
without too much success. 

It is one, however, after my consulta- 
tion with the President of Mexico that 
I have asked the Department of Labor 
to examine to see what steps could be 
taken to see that illegal aliens and 
particularly those — the Mexican problem 
is the biggest one, as you know — those 
from our friends and neighbors to the 
south, if that could be brought into 
greater control. 

7. Supreme Court Rulings 

Q. Two questions about recent Su- 
preme Court decisions, if I may ask them 
as two questions, because I am asking 
in both cases if you have any plans for 
meeting the situation. In the first case, 
the Supreme Court ruled your wiretap- 
ping program unconstitutional, saying 
that in cases of domestic security, wires 
could not be tapped without a court 
order. So my first question is whether 
you 'have any plans to ask Congress for 
legislation to restore that authority in 
the form of an amendment to the Safe 
Streets Act or other legislation. 

In the second case, the Supreme Court 
left it up to Congress whether organized 
baseball came under antitrust laws. This 
being a matter of national interest, I 
wonder if you have any plans to ask 
for legislation to clarify the status of or- 
ganized baseball. 

A. On the first question, I think it is 
appropriate to point out that the wire- 
tapping in cases of civilian activity, 
domestic, civilian activity, is not, as 
you have described it, just this Ad- 
ministration's policy. As you know, this 
type of activity of surveillance has been 
undertaken, to my knowledge, going 
back to World War II. It reached its 
high point in 1963, when there were 
over 100 cases, as Mr. Hoover testified, 
in which there were taps used in cases 
involving domestic security. 

Since that time the number of taps 
has gone down. It went down during 
the Johnson Administration, and it has 
sharply been decreased during the three 
and a half years that this Administration 
has been in office. 

Now, as far as the Supreme Court’s 
decision is concerned, I see no need to 
ask for legislation to obtain that au- 
thority because the Supreme Court’s de- 
cision allows the Government, in a case 
that it believes necessary, to go to a 
court and get a court order for wire- 
tapping. It simply prohibits wiretapping 
unless there is a court order. So we 
shall abide by that. 

I should also point out that the Su- 
preme Court’s decision does not rule 
out wiretapping in the United States 
in domestic matters where there is a 
clear connection between the activity 
that is under surveillance and a for- 
eign 'government. That, of course, al- 
lows us to move in the internal security 
matter where there is a clear connec- 
tion between the two. So we will, of 
course, abide by the Supreme Court’s 
decision in this instance, and I see no 
need to ask for additional authority 
from the Congress. 

On the baseball matter, I must say 
I cannot even tell you who is in first 
place at the present time because I 
have not had a chance to check it 
lately. 


Yes, I can. I called the Mayor of 
Houston and congratulated him on the 
fact that he had just been elected to 
be head of the Conference of Mayors, 
Mr. Louie Welch. He thought I cas call- 
ing to congratulate him on the Astros 
being in first place. 

In any event, as an old baseball fan, 
and the rest, I have no present thoughts 
on that. I would like, perhaps, to talk 
to [Commissioner] Bowie Kuhn, who is a 
good lawyer and also interested in base- 
ball. 

8. Debating Democratic Opponent 

Q. Mr. President, can you give us 
some of your reasons, sir, for deciding 
against debating your Democratic op- 
ponent this fall? 

A. The question that he asked is re- 
questing me to give reasons for ecid- 
ing against debating my Democratic op- 
ponent this fall. As you ladies and gen- 
tlemen have often heard me say, and I 
will continue to hold this position, ques- 
tions that deal with the campaign, ques- 
tions that deal with matters that in- 
volve candidacy, are ones that I will re- 
spectfully not comment upon until aft- 
er the Republican convention. At that 
time I will beg lad to take that ques- 
tion and answer it. I have not made a 
decision on it yet. That is my point. 

9. Higher Education Bill 

Mr. President, can you tell us what 
your plans are for the higher education 
bill? Do you intend to sign it? 

A. I have to make the decision tomor- 
row. I will be very candid with you 
and tell you that it is one of the 
closest calls that I have had since being 
in this office. I have some of the mem- 
bers of my staff, and members of the 
Congress who are enthusiastic for sign- 
ing it, and others are just as enthusias- 
tic for vetoing it. 

I have mixed emotions about it. First, 
as far as many of the strictly educa- 
tional provisions, they, are recommenda- 
tions of this Administration, I think 
they are very much in the public in- 
terest. If they could be separated from 
the rest of the bill, and stand on their 
own, there would not be any question 
about signing the bill. On the other 
hand, the Congress, as you know, did 
ad$ a provision, Section 803, with re- 
gard to busing. It was certainly a well- 
intentioned position, but from a legal 
standpoint it is so vague and so am- 
biguous that it totally fails to deal with 
this highly volatile issue. 

What brought that home to me was 
when I asked the Attorney General for 
an opinion as to whether or not it could 
deal with the problem of the busing 
order that has been handed down in 
Detroit. The answer is that it is highly 
doubtful that Section 803 of the Higher 
Education Act, in the event that it is 


signed into law, will deal with that 
problem, because of its vagueness and 
because of its ambiguity. 

The Detroit case is perhaps the most 
flagrant example that we have of all 
the busing decisions, moving against all 
the principles that I, at least, believe 
should be applied in this area. It com- 
pletely rejects the neighborhood school 
disctricts, including the busing of kin- 
dergarten children, up to an hour and 
a half a day, and it puts the objective 
of some kind of racial balance or at- 
tempting to achieve some kind of racial 
balance above that of superior education 
or quality education for all. 


I believe that the fact that this Sec- 
tion 803 would not deal with the De- 
troit case means that we are going to 
have other cases of that type, possibly 
in other cities before school begins this 
fall and the responsibility, if we have 
them, and if we are unable to stop 
those orders from going into effect, 
falls squarely on the Congress because 
a very simple moratorium bill that I 
have sent to the Congress and asked 
for enactment of would stop this. And 
then the Congress moving forward and 
I am glad to see that there has been 
some movement in the committee at 
least with the Equal Educational Op- 
portunities Act, this action on the part 
of the Congress would deal with prob- 
lems like the one in Detroit. 

My own view is that in this whole 
area we face very serious problems 
this fall unless the Congress moves on 
the moratorium legislation, clearcut and 
soon and before the school year begins. 

I have digressed a 'little from the 
bill. It is a close call. I will make the 
decision tonight and will announce it 
tomorrow. But that gives you an idea of 
some of the things that have been going 
through my mind. 

10. Separate Busing Bill 

Q. But to follow that up, if you were 
to veto it, sir, what are the prospects 
do you think of getting a separate bus- 
ing bill and higher education bill with- 
out busing? 

A. As a matter of fact, that is one of 
the matters I have been discussing with 
the Congressional leaders — For ex- 
ample, Senator Griffin, who as you 
know is somewhat interested in this 
issue, because he comes from Michigan 
— and the prospects of getting the 
higher education bill here on the Presi- 
dent’s desk as it should be, m the 
proper form, and then getting an ade- 
quate, straight-out moratorium on new 
school busing orders, the prospects are, 
frankly, somewhat doubtful. 

That is the reason why, in determin- 
ing whether I sign this bill or veto it, 
it is a very close call, but I think my 
statement tomorrow will address that 
question. 

I have an idea which way I am going 
to go but I promised to talk to one more 
Senator before I make the final deci- 
sion and I will not tell you the direction. 

11. Consultation With Senator 

Q, Is that the Senator from Tennes- 
see? 

A. As a matter of fact, Miss McClen- 
don, you have touched upon a rather 
raw nerve there, because Nashville is a 
case that 803 might cover. I say might, 
because we are not even sure it would. 

So, consequently, the Senators from 
Tennessee strongly advocate signing 
this, even though it will not handle 
Detroit, because they say we are inter- 
ested in Detroit, but more interested in 
Tennessee. 

12. Contributions for Re-election 

Q. Mr. Mitchell has declined to make 
public the source of about SlO-million 
of contributions to your re-election 
fund. I know that this is in - the letter 
of the law, but I wonder in the spirit 
of the law of more openness what you 
think about that, and might you make 
them public? 

A. Mr. Ziegler has responded to that 
and Mr. Mitchell and Mr. Stans. I think 
it is Mr. Stans who has declined to do 
that. I support the position that Mr. 
Stans has taken. 

When we talk about the spirit of the 
law and the letter of the law, my evalua- 
tion is that it is the responsibility of 
all, a high moral responsibility to obey 
the law and to obey it totally. 


Now, if the Congress wanted this law 
to apply to contributions before the date 
in April that it said the law should 
take effect, it could have made it apply. 
The Congress did not apply it before 
that date and under the circumstances, 
Mr. Stans has said we will comply 
with the law as the Congress has writ- 
ten it and I support his decision. 

13. Federal Troops at Conventions 

Q. Mr. President, it has been decided 
that Federal troops will be deployed 
to the Miami Beach area for both Presi- 
dential conventions. First, were you a 
part of that decision and secondly, what 
is your reaction to this? 

A. Well, I was not a part of the de- 
cision, actually. I think that was prob- 
ably done consistent with our policy of 
accepting, when requests are made, the 
advice of local officials as to the need 
for Federal troops. I would hope that 
they would not be needed, but appar- 
ently the City of Miami Beach, the state 
officials in Florida, felt that they might 
not have adequate personnel to handle 
what might be conduct that would be 
quite explosive. 

I would just make a guess at this 
point. I don’t think that — well, at least 
■speaking as to what goes on outside 
the convention halls is concerned — I 
don’t think that we are going to have 
those great demonstrations and the vio- 
lence and so forth that everybody has 
been predicting. I don’t believe that 
we are going to have another Chicago 
situation as we had in 1968. 

I believe that many of the younger 
people who have engaged in such activ- 
ities in the past are rather turned 
off by it now. I think they will try 
their best to, of course, affect the out- 
come of the conventions, both inside 
the hall and outside, but I think when it 
comes to violence, the kind of thing 
that we saw in Chicago, I think that for- 
tunately, while we are not through with 
it as we saw in the tragic incident 
involving Governor Wallace, I think that 
we are not going to have that great 
a problem. But the Federal troops will 


be there if they are requested, but only : 
if necessary. 

14. Property Taxes and Schools 
Q. Mr. President, would you tell us 
what progress you are making toward 
keeping your promise about finding a 
way to relieve property taxes and pro- 
vide fair and adequate financing for 
public schools and save the private 
schools? 

A. First, with regard to the general . 
problem of tax reform, I would like 
to commend Chairman Mills for the 
position that he has taken. X had break- 
fast with him and Congressman Byrnes 
and with Secretary Connally before I 
went to the Soviet Union. 

We discussed the problem of tax re- 
form. He is very interested in tax re- 
form. I am interested in tax reform 
and, of course, I have noticed several 
candidates that have expressed them- 
selves on this point. 

The problem is that tax reform, or 
tax legislation, in an election year, as 
Mr. Mills, who is one of the most ex- 
perienced men in this field, and Mr. 
B3'rnes both agree, is simply not a wise 
course of action. It is hard enough to 
get a responsible tax law in a nonelec- 
tion year. In an election year, it will * 
be totally impossible. 

Consequently, I think Chairman 
Mills’s announcement that he will begin . 
hearings on tax reform legislation early 
in the next session of the Congress 
shows high statesmanship. Now we will 
be ready for those hearings. 

Secretary Connally instituted, at my 
request, an intensive study within the 
Treasury Department of how we could 
reform the tax system to make it more 
equitable and to make it more simple 
and also to deal with problems like 
property tax, which fall on 65 million 
people and therefore are, in my view, 
unfair. 

These studies have gone forward. 
Considerable progress has been made.. 
Secretary Shultz is continuing these 
studies and I will make a decision on 
it prior to submitting the budget and 
will present recommendations to the 
next Congress dealing with these issues. 

I will not at this time prejudge the 
various proposals that have been pre- 
sented before me. Certainly included in 
that decision will be relief for nonpublic 
schools. I am committed to that, and 
the approach of tax crdits in this area 
will be included an'that proposal. 

Just so that somebody won’t say I 
was trying to duck a hard one here, I 
know the question of value-added will 
come up. There has been a lot of spec- 
ulation about that. Value-added — I 
have instructed or directed the Secre- 
tary of Treasury, along with my Coun- 
cil of Economic Advisers — can be con- 
sidered as a possible approach but only 
if we can find a nonretrogressive for- 
mula. 

Tax reform should not be used as a 
cover for a tax increase. Value-added 
has to be evaluted under those circum- 
stances. 

One final point I will, make is that, 
as we move in this area, we have to 
realize that we have had considerable 
tax reform over the past three years. 

Nine million poor people have been 
totally removed from the Federal tax 
rolls. The lower-income taxpayers have * 
had reductions of 83 per cent in their ' 
taxes since 1969 and middle-income tax- 
payers have had reductions of 13 per 
cent. 


But there are still inequities. One 
point I particularly want to emphasize: 
At a time when we have made some 
necessary reforms, some of which I have 
referred to, we have moved in the wrong 
direction in another way. The tax sys- 
tem, particularly the Federal income 
tax system, is hopelessly complex. In 
law school I majored in tax law. As a 
lawyer I used to do quite a bit of tax 
work. I naturally don’t take the time to 
make up my own income tax returns 
now. But when Manolo came in recent- 
ly and asked me to help them figure 
out the forms, I had sent him to a law- 
yer and when that is the case with a 
man who is in basically not a high- 
income bracket, then it is time to do 
something to make the system not only 
more equitable but make it more sim- 
ple. It will put some lawyers and ac- 
countants out of business, but there are 
other things they can do. 

15. Tax Reform Timing 

Q. Are you saying these proposals 
won’t come until after the first of the 
year? 

A. We will make the proposal be- 
fore the first of the year, but it will 
not be considered by the Congress un- 
til after the first of the year. 

It would not be fair to the American 
people, it would not be fair to those, for 
example, interested in nonpublic school ' 
relief, to suggest that the Congress, in 
this sort of sputtering, start-and-stop — 

I mean, there’re stopping next week 
nd they come back for six weeks and 
maybe come back after the Republican 
convention and the rest — that they 
can enact tax reform. It is not going 
to happen, and. I am aware of that. 

16. Antibusing Amendment 

Q. Mr. President, back on the subject 
of busing, are you moving at all to- 
ward the position of favoring an anti- 
busing constitutional amendment? 

A. A constitutional amendment is a 
step that should be taken only if the 
legislative route proves to be inade- 
quate or impossible — impossible due 
to the fact that the Congress will not. 
enact it. As far as I am concerned, 
we do need action here. I prefer the 
legislative route. I think it is the most 
responsible route, but if the Congress 
does not act, then the only recourse 
left is for a constitutional Amendment, 
and I will move in that direction. We 
must deal with the problem. 

17. Court-Martial for Lavelle 

Q. Mr. President, do you think that 
there should be a court-martial in the 
case of General Lavelle to bring out all 
the facts there, and what is your opin- 
ion about, that? 

t A. First, that docs deal with the for 
eign policy defense area, Vietnam and 
so forth. But since it does involve a 
current case, I will comment upon it. 

. The Secretary of Defense has stated 
his view on that, has made a decision 
on it. I think it was an appropriate 
decision. I will not go beyond that. 

Q. Thank you, Mr. President. 


